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Smart Permit Data Sheet 

N 

The Smart Permit Initiative, developed in cooperation with a variety of public and private interests in the greater Silicon Valley, California, 
area was designed to streamline the permit development process and provide these processes on the Internet to better serve the business 
community and other interested parties. 

The Silicon Valley region is 1,500 square miles in area with a population of approximately 2.5 million. It is comprised of 3 1 city and county 
jurisdictions encompassing the southern half of the San Francisco Bay Area. 

Eight Pilot Cities emerged during the course of the Smart Permit Initiative. The table below includes some general information about these - 
eight communities, as well as more specific data about their permitting operations. 

Current 

budget staff miles) population 
Permit Center issued budget 

Smart Permit 
permits Annual 
Building Area 

annually 
high tech & $93.6 9,000- 

manufacturing million 10,000 

Jurisdiction Primary industry (square estimated 

Fremont 92 2 10,000 8 $734,000 

Milpitas $2.4 4 4,800 high tech 13 65,000 million million 

Mountain View 

$125,000 34 5,000 
$ I o 9  high tech 26 65,000 Palo AIfo 

$100,000 4 5,625 
$66 high tech 12 75,000 million 

million 

San Carlos 4.6 28,750 2,000 

high tech 19.3 103,000 Santa Clara 

$8.3 3s 40,000 $2 billion high tech 177 9O1,OOO San Jose 

$300,000 3 

$389’5 
6,055 5 $400,000 

high tech, biotech & 
million medical and RgiD 
$52.8 

million 

million 

Sunnyvale high tech 25 123,000 $203 4 
million +7 on call 5’000 $250,000 

IT staff 

-~ 

12 FTEs 

18 R E S ,  6 
part-time 

3 FTEs * 

31  FTEs 

3 FTEs* 

88 FTEs 

Director -t 2 
FTEs * 

27 FTEs 

Web site address 

www.ci.fremont.ca.us 

www.ci.milpitas.ca.gov 

www.ci.mtnview.ca.us 

www.ci.san-jose.ca.us 

www.ci.santa-clara.ca.us 

www.ci.sunnyvale.ca.us 

* Jurisdiction IT staff is supported by contractorslconsultants. 
Source: Smart Permit: A Blueprintfur Success (Washington: Public Technology, Inc., 2001), 11-12. 

http://www.ci.milpitas.ca.gov


The Regional Evolution and Use of Smart Permit 
28 Cities and 3 Counties in Silicon Valley, California 

ICMA University Best Practices 2002 
April 18-20,2002, Kansas City, Missouri 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Smart Permit Initiative brought together public officials, private developers, architects, 
contractors, engineers, facility managers, software companies and others in the greater Silicon 
Valley, California, area who were interested in streamlining local agency permitting and 
development review processes. The initiative aimed to provide these processes on the Internet to 
better serve both public and private interests. 

The results of this coIIaborative effort include: a reduction in the number of building code 
interpretations in the region from 400 to 1 1, production of a “systems requirements” document 
for smart permitting, creation of a single building permit application form, procurement of an 
online permit system and the development of additional “ C O ~ I I I O I I  case” enhancements. Eight 
pilot cities have now implemented a variety of different online permit system components. They 
continue to explore future enhancements to their permitting systems and the further integration 
of their permitting systems with other programs such as GIS and document management 
systems. 

PROBLEM ASSESSMENT 

The economy had changed dramatically in the earIy 1990s. Rapidly growing industry 
increasingly saw local government as part of the problem rather than part of the solution as the 
region emerged from the recession in 2994. Furthermore, a report from industry revealed that the 
cost to corporations of delaying building projects was enormous. A representative from Hewlett- 
Packard, for example, estimated that the company lost $1 million for every month a permit was 
delayed. 

A local task force concluded that the region’s competitive position was hampered by local 
government’s slow delivery of construction permits. Quite often local agencies were relying on 
manual permit processing and inefficient permit software. The task force concluded that permit 
streamlining, including the use of advanced technology, could transform the way business was 
being conducted in this area. 



In the fall of 1994, a meeting was held between prominent members of the development 
community and reluctant city representatives who suspected what was corning-a need to 
significantly overhaul how permits were processed. One of the officiaIs present at that meeting 
was Symposium paneIist Mike Garvey, city manager of San Carlos. As city representatives had 
anticipated, the development community challenged local government in the region to 
significantly overhaul, streamline, and automate the development review process. Rising to the 
challenge, local government agreed. The team, under the auspices of first a publidprivate 
partnership known as Smart Valley and later Joint Venture: Silicon Valley, a regional, nonprofit 
civic incubator, came up with a plan to streamline the permitting process by doing it 
electronically via the Internet. Two area cities, San Carlos and Sunnyvale, agreed informally to 
serve as the initial pilot cities, with other cities in the region to follow. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A 1993 document produced by Joint Venture, Blueprznt for a 21’‘ Cenhkry Cummunity, utilized 
support and input from more than 1,000 Community participants to identify thirteen priorities for 

electronic community by developing an advanced information infrastructure and the collective 
abiIity to use it” and “to promote an efficient, consistent and reasonable regulatory environment 
while maintaining high safety standards.” Five-year goals related to these two initiatives 
included the creation of process improvement teams, a regional uniform building code, and an 
electronic clearinghouse for permits. 

,- regional rejuvenation. Two of the initiatives led to the Smart Permit project, to “create an 

The two initiatives formed a joint task force to work with local government in these areas. The 
task force determined that the Smart Permit initiative should respond to the following needs: a 
more efficient permit process to support business time-to-market pressures, more standardized 
and easier to understand codes to improve predictability and reliability in the permit process, the 
cooperation between cities and industry to better resolve permit issues, paperless documentation 
and storage of permit transactions, a decrease in trips to City Hall for applicants, and the ability 
to determine the status of a permit at any time during the process. The task force was designed to 
help coordinate the efforts of cities in the counties of Santa Clara, San Mateo and Southern 
Alameda. 

Early Progress 

The project initially involved Andersen Consulting and the city of Palo Alto in a demonstration 
prototype permitting system on the Internet. This prototype was developed in the spring of 1995. 
To gauge interest in pursuing this idea at a more regional leve1,ihe cities and the counties 
mentioned above were invited to the demonstration. The demonstration used Palo Alto building 
applications and contained a searchable archive of the Building Code and other relevant city 
information to assist in completing the forms. It also incorporated security, workflow, and status 
checking features. 

Following the completion of the prototype, a Smart Permitting Steering Committee, composed of 
city managers, corporate facility managers, architect and design engineers, building inspectors, 
general contractors, city planners, and technology specialists, was formed. 
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What was becoming the Smart Permit project had two separate but related primary points of 
focus. The first identified which private software system(s) local agencies would utilize to 
electronically manage their permitting processes. The second addressed online access to this 
software system. Agencies also had to streamline the interpretation of the Building Codes and 
make various improvements to their physical workflow process for permits (such as 
consolidating their permit centers and permit infomationlpermit review processes). 

Representatives from the permit processing department in Milpitas and private development 
consultants participated in a permit process evaluation and improvement program led by 
Solectron. A broader effort by city and private development interests in Santa Clara, sponsored 
by Applied Materials, looked at the whole development review process and determined where 
process improvements could be made. San Carlos developed focus groups with contractors to 
find out what they did and did not like about its permit process. Newsletters and other methods 
of communication were deveIoped to share best practices with developers and other agencies in 
the region. 

As the project evolved, other points of focus were added. The city of Sunnyvale, for example, 
agreed to develop Internet-based software internally, as it did not believe the private vendors 
could deliver a robust enough lntemet product to meet its specific needs in a timely fashion and 
did not necessarily want to be dependent on a private vendor. 

Building Codes and Systems Requirements 

One of the first achievements of the Smart Permit project was the Regional Unification of 
California’s Uniform Building Code in 1995. Twenty-nine local budding officials, working with 
Joint Venture, came together over a series of months to distill the 400 regional code amendments 
down to just 11. The Uniform Building Code Program started with a steering committee of four 
building officials from the cities of San Jose, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and Mountain View. The 
steering committee met several times to discuss and review their cities’ local amendments to the 
Building Codes. This group was able to unify and reduce the number of amendments within their 
cities. Once this occurred, the steering committee invited another twenty-five jurisdictions to 
participate in the process. Monthly meetings were held with the building officiaIs to discuss in 
detail each of their jurisdictions’ local amendments. The group would then vote on the merit of 
each amendment and only approve those that were absolutely necessary. 

The underlyng theme was not only to reduce the number of amendments, but also to standardize 
them. Some political pressure was placed on the city managers by the semiconductor industry to 
obtain consistency amongst building officials regarding the application of the building codes. 
Several of the semiconductor businesses operated plants in different cities and were frustrated 
with the inconsistencies between cities. This pressure helped bring the building officials together 
to not only attract more companies but to also retain those already in Silicon Valley. The 
development community endorsed the program and actually helped to produce and distribute the 
amendments and interpretations agreed upon. This effort eased the task of building officials 
when the amendments were presented to their city council or board of directors for adoption. 

Due to its success, and in part to the relocation of three of the steering committee members, the 
Uniform Building Code Program has spread to other regions. It remains active today in the San 



Francisco Bay Area, the Monterey Bay Region, the Los Angeles Basin, and the San Diego area. 
In 1996 it was estimated that elimination of the amendments affected approximately 30,000 
commercial and 60,000 residential projects worth more than $2 billion. At the time experts also 
estimated the effort saved milIions of dollars in construction costs and dramatically sped up 
processing. 

Representatives from eighteen Bay Area cities and San Mateo and Santa Clara counties also 
participated in a technical subcommittee of the Smart Permit Steering Committee to explore 
permitting software systems. h August 1995, the software systems subcommittee produced 
"Systems Requirements for Smart Permitting." Interested permitting software vendors reviewed 
this document, and the final version was approved and adopted by participating cities. The 
"Systems Requirement" document became the basis for a "Request for Proposals" (RFP) that was 
mailed to ten permitting software vendors. Nine of the ten vendors responded. The subcommittee 
reviewed the proposaIs and held individual meetings with the vendors. This work resulted in an 
evaluation report that was released and posted on Smart Valley's website in September of that 
year. A number of local cities then became involved in a procurement process on an individua1 
and collective basis using the Smart Permit RFP standards. 

Concept Testing 

On September 25, 1996, Smart Valley conducted two Iive prototype demonstrations for over 500 
corporate facility managers, engineers, architects, and city officials. The demos used the Internet 
and a standard "dial up" connection, showcasing how existing technology could be used for 
permitting. 

The first demonstration was courtesy of Associated Computer Aided Design (CAD) Services of 
Burlingame and Quarterdeck. A virtual conference was held between the city of San Carlos, 
EhrIich Rominger of Los Altos (an architect), and an audience at the Sunnyvale facility of 
Lockheed Martin. A CAD drawing representative of a typical permit application was 
simultaneously reviewed electronically on a real-time basis, code violations were discussed, the 
drawing marked up and modified, with agreements documented and archived. 

The second demo was between the city of Sunnyvale and the Lockheed Martin audience. Again, 
on a real-time basis, typical building permit application forms were downloaded, completed, and 
submitted together with a CAD drawing. The group discovered code violations and resubmitted a 
modified drawing. Permits were then issued and billed. Keypoint of S a n  Jose provided the 
Internet-compatible forms. 

Pilot Cities 

The fa11 of 1996 also saw San Carlos and Sunnyvale officially agreeing to be the region's first 
Smart Permit pilot cities. Each pilot city made a commitment to Joint Venture: Silicon Valley 
and to the other participants in order to receive the benefits of financial support, expert resources, 
and leadership. The pilot cities also brought their particular expertise and perspectives to the 
table and typically provided some funding. The pilot city commitment included: 
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Appointing a representative to the Smart Permit Steering Committee to attend monthly 
meetings and participate in events 

Working coIlaboratively with industry and vendors 

Embracing regional cooperation and standards 

Budgeting for software, hardware and professional services 

Allocating employee(s)’ time to participate 

Embracing new ways of doing things 

Streamlining permit-related business practices 

Providing necessary technology and infrastructure, including meeting minimum standards for 
desktops and networking 

FreeIy sharing keys to success and lessons learned. 

Decision-makers in the two cities responded enthusiastically for the most part to the pilot city 
requirements. UsuaIIy senior city staff in key positions in Planning or Building were appointed to 
represent their city’s point of view and to provide support for the overall permit program. Other 
cities such as San Jose, Santa Clara, Mountain View, and Milpitas had been participating 
informally in the overall Smart Permit process and would become official pilot cities over the 
next couple of years. 

Software DeveIoprnent, Customization, and Testing 

Having demonstrated the practicality of technology to implement permitting and the power of 
standard forms and processes, in January 1997, the Smart Permitting project was handed over to 
Joint Venture Silicon Valley and formally became ”Smart Permit.” Symposium presenter Mike 
Garvey volunteered to be a co-chair of the Steering Committee. Under Joint Venture’s direction, 
the first operating unit of the online permit system was launched in the fa11 of 1997 in Sunnyvale 
using internally developed software. The city of San Carlos led the effort for vendor-provided 
software by working with the cities of Santa Clara, San Leandro, Fremont, Concord, San ‘Ramon, 
Redwood City, Union City, and the counties of Alameda and Stanislaus, collectively known as 
Bay Area Smart Permit (BASP) to send out an RFP. San Carlos agreed to lend Information 
Technology Manager Connie DiIIard to chair the effort; Santa Clara agreed to be the backup or 
co-chair. Another round of demonstrations by two of the top permit vendors was held. Tidemark 
Solutions of Seattle, Washington, was ultimately selected to develop smart permit software for 
the BASP software-buying consortium, and a general schedule for delivery of the Internet 
components was developed. 

The fall of 1997 saw agreement on a single building pernit application form for Silicon Valley. 
Also in 1997, Smart Permit’s progress in the region was showcased to more than 700 interested 
people at an event in Santa Clara hosted jointly by t he  International Facility Managers 
Association (IFMA) and Joint Venture. 

Smart Permit’s focus in January 1998 broadened to formally include additional piIot cities: 
Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Milpitas. That summer the BASP consortium completed the 
design of their “common case” enhancements to the existing Tidemark Solutions permit software 
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with the able cooperation of key Tidemark staff. This effort combined a number of separate 
Tidemark cases into a common case for a planning application, a building permit application, 
and related items. The group met quite regularly for many months to complete this work with 
Tidemark in a reasonably timely fashion. The individual agencies then had the abiiity to create 
their specific implementation contracts with Tidemark. (It was at about this time that Concord, 
San Ramon, and Union City withdrew active participation in the BASP group and ultimately 
decided not to go ahead with a Smart Permit contract with Tidemark due to database conversion, 
cost, and other concerns.) In October San Carlos demonstrated the first two Internet permit 
components of the Tidemark Solutions software at the International City/County Management 
Association AnnuaI Conference in Orlando, Florida. Palo Alto became the sixth pilot city that 
December. 

Further Deveiopment and Implementation 

Milpitas began using an Express Permit system for simpIe permits using the Internet in January 
1999. Sunnyvale worked with a consulting company to develop a 3-D computer model to help 
the community visualize possible development scenarios for the downtown area. That spring saw 
a partnershp between Joint Venture, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, Microsoft, and Carta to 
develop an integrated e-commerce solution for simple permits. Mountain View estimated these 
“simple permits” comprise over 50% of its building department’s 6,000 permits issued annually. 
The Smart Permit project received an award for Outstanding Public Technology Program from 
the Silicon Valley Chapter of the American Society of Public Administration. Fremont also 
became a pilot city. 

During this same time period Joint Venture worked with a consultant, Psornas, to develop a 
feasibility study of a regional Smart GB mapping system. This followed a Silicon Valley 2010 
Plan coordinated by Joint Venture through numerous community meetings. At the time many 
citizens commented that cities in the region should collaborate to create a regional GXS portal to 
help users obtain local agency information. While under contract with Joint Venture, Psomas had 
also helped the pilot cities develop some web-based permit entry forms. San Carlos also 
activated a number of components of the Tidemark permit software on the Internet (Permit 
Status, Citizen Comment, and later Parcel and Zoning inquiry and eMobile for wireless access to 
permit data by inspectors in the field). Mid-year Santa Clara tested an electronic drawing 
submittal and collaboration sofhvare with Blueline Online (which later became part of Citadon). 
The test used an actual development project going through the city’s public hearing process at 
planning commission and city council. The Blueline site was also linked to the city’s website to 
help facilitate community review. That fall Santa Clara also went live with the Tidemark 
software program at staff level as well as with an Integrated Voice Response (WR) system 
allowing customers to use their phone to call for inspections &d later to review plan check 
status. Sunnyvale also activated their e-permits.net system, enabling contractors and property 
owners to apply for simple permits online. (Sunnyvale would later agree to a partnership with 
GovPartner, an affiliate of Berryman-Henigar, and offer its program to other agencies as 
PemitPartner. Mountain View would also fomally agree to work with GovPartner.) San Jose 
officially became a pilot city, though it had been informally involved in the process for several 
years. FMA and Joint Venture hosted another update on Smart Permit at the San Jose Tech 
Museum. 
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The year 2000 saw San Jose, with the aid of Synertech and lntegraph consultants, debut online 
processing for high-volume simple permits. San Jose sought to create a virtual one-stop 
development permit center to make it easy for customers to apply for and receive high volume, 
simple permits via the Internet. Santa Clara began initial testing of the Tidemark Internet 
product. It also tested online plan submission using the Buzzsaw.com project website 
(Buzzsaw.com is an affiliate of Autodesk that utilizes Autodesk’s electronic plan reviewharkup 
program). Palo Alto put permit information on the web along with its in-house system working 
with OpenData Systems. San Carlos also tested 3-D tools to help the community visualize 
possible downtown development scenarios. The Smart Permit effort was also selected by Public 
Technology, hc.  (PTI) to receive its Solutions award, which recognizes the development of 
technologies that improve local government service delivery. 

Wrapping Up 

Late in 2000, the Smart Permit Steering Committee began worhng with Joint Venture and 
Public Technology, hc.  (€’TI> to write a book on the Smart Permit process. Collaboration on the 
book continued to be the primary focus of the committee in early 2001, after which the 
committee assisted Joint Venture staff with the preparation for the reIease of the book at a 
November event in San Jose. During the event each city had an opportunity to highlight their 
accomplishments and to comment on future directions in smart permitting. San Jose, for 
instance, noted the progress it had made with a now very active Permits Online program and 
their efforts to further integrate the permit program with the city’s GIs and Document 
Management Systems. The cities of Campbell and Morgan Hill also became actively involved in 
the BASP group. A number of the pilot cities went through one or more upgrades of their permit 
sofhvare by this time, as well, as their programs continued to evolve. Work being undertaken by 
the various agencies in 2002 is discussed in the following sections. 

COSTS 

Joint Venture provided approximatdy $2.4 million in overall coordination costs for Smart 
Permit, which included $1.2 million in consultant costs for the pilot cities, during the six-year 
span of this initiative. 

Direct individual agency costs varied depending on the number of staff participating in a 
significant way in the initiative; the need to upgrade agency hardware, sofhvare, network, and 
Internet infrastructure; and related efforts. At a minimum, one to two staff people were involved 
part-time from each agency during the lifespan of the project. Related capital costs included 
necessary equipment, infrastructure, and software. Agencies with larger budgets typicaIly had 
some staff working full-time on this project. City budgets for thi&progrm (as of 2001) ranged 
from approximately $100,000 in Mountain View, $125,000 in Palo Alto, $250,000 in Sunnyvale, 
$300,000 in San Carlos, more than $400,000 in Santa Clara, $734,000 in Fremont, to $8.3 
million in San Jose. City department heads worked with their respective staff, city managers, and 
decision-makers to create the necessary funding, often from several revenue sources and, for 
most of the agencies, over several years. These costs typically do not indude related streamlining 
efforts (such as the city of Santa Clara’s creation of a one-stop permit center at their City Hall in 
1995). It is safe to say that some efforts (such as the work done by BASP) involved more staff 
time from the agencies than was originally envisioned. This was true, in part, because the full 
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potential of what could be accomplished became more apparent once the individuals and 
agencies got into the details of the work. 

RESULTS 

Over a period of six years (1995-2001) processes were improved, technology was developed and 
then deployed, and the region collaborated to roll out a number of permit applications on the 
Internet. The regional Building Code interpretations were reduced from over 400 to 11; 
infomation about permits became available online through San Carlos and Santa Clara; simple 
permits went online in Milpitas, Mountain View, Sunnyvale, and San Jose; and online comment 
on public hearing items became avaiIable in San Carlos. Customers are also able to phone in to 
request inspections and review permit plan check status in some of the jurisdictions. Some 
progress on digital signatures and online plan check reviews has aIso made. San Jose, for 
instance, has a complete permit application package online for permits including the ability to 
use digital signatures. Mountain View has a fully deployed payment system for online permits. 

Many different individuals and groups have benefited from these improvements, including 
architects, building designers, contractors, homeowners, small businesses, large businesses, 
facility managers, and retailers. Contractors, for example, have been very pIeased with the IVR 
systems for calling in inspection requests in Santa Clara and then later for the status of plan 
checks. The call volume dropped off significantly to the city’s building division for routine items 
pertaining to inspections. This has allowed the secretaries and others to get to other work, and 
more complex work, done more quickly. San Carlos has reported great enthusiasm among 
customers who use their online permit and parcel status programs. These systems have also 
benefited Iocal agency staff, who quite often can access the information exactly the same way the 
customers do, enabling them to help members of the public who may have questions about how 
to use these systems. Staff using an Internet browser to access these programs may also 
somewhat reduce the number of concurrent permit software licenses agencies might othenvise 
pay for. 

The fall 2001 Joint VenturelPTI book by the pilot cities was the last formal effort of the Smart 
Permit Steering Committee. It was also the official closing out of this initiative by Joint Venture 
in the region, although former members of the Committee do make presentations on the initiative 
to various groups from time to time as Joint Venture and local agencies receive these requests 
and have the ability to respond. San Carlos and the BASP Consortium are continuing to examine 
enhancements to the Smart Permit program shared cases developed with Tidemark (now a part of 
Accela.com), reviewing additional ways to share development-related cases and the relationships 
to related programs such as GIs and document management. Other Smart Permit pilot cities are 
looking to further evolve their permit online, GIS, and Document Management systems. San 
Jose, with a significant investment of time, money, staff, and consultant resources, has been abIe 
to fully integrate these three components. This integration allows its staff to retrieve all project 
documents associated with a project, which is remarkable given the size and complexity of the 
city. 

Fremont is working with Access systems to allow online public access to city permits and other 
files. Santa Clara upgraded its Tidemark software, conducted further tests of the hternet/e- 
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commerce program, and began testing handheld units for Building Inspectors to take out to the 
field. Synergetic Consulting has been working with Santa Clara and several of the other BASP 
cities on further uses of their permit programs. Mountain View reports approximately ten percent 
of their monthly building permits (35-40) are now being processed and paid for online. Palo Alto 
is working with Accela.com to pilot a new Internet-based permitting system. They have also 
been using 3-D modeling technology in their community planning process, allowing users to 
visualize alternative land use concepts and building proposals. 

Project funding that began as a one-year capital improvement program for Smart Permit in local 
agencies typically had to be renewed or expanded in subsequent years. Some costs, such as 
additional staffing and ongoing software and hardware maintenance quite often shifted over into 
ongoing operating costs in later years as systems came online. Over time, continued investment 
in Smart Permit is becoming a standard part of most agencies’ annual operating budget planning, 
although as noted below, this is not always assured. Expanded online permit offerings and 
related developments generally continue to be planned and created as Smart Permit cities in the 
region continue to find ways to evolve these systems. 

Key Factors Influencing Smart ]Permit Progress 

A number of key factors influenced the progress of the region’s Smart Permit project and similar 
occurrences may be indicators of the potential for Smart Permit projects in other communities: 

Rapid exponential growth in the acceptance and use of the Internet in the community. 

Technology advancements in networking, software and desktop tools. 

Publication of a series of Permitting Best Practices documents. 

Creation of a Uniform Building Code Program to facilitate standardized building code 
amendment interpretations, a reduction in building code amendments in the region, and a 
standardized building permit application and related forms. The local building officiaIs were 
really key in bringing this about in this region. WhiIe some standard forms were created for 
public use relating to building permits and standard engineering applications, this effort 
sputtered out in the region when it came time to discuss a possible standard Planning 
application that all the agencies could use. 

Commitment by private and public interests to come together to collaborate across agencies 
and areas of expertise to improve and continually (or at least periodically) review and further 
advance the permitting process. The Smart Permit Steering Committee, for example, worked 
well together during the c o m e  of their formal responsibilities and informally since Joint 
Venture closed out the initiative. The BASP group agreed to work together without a formal 
Joint Powers or other agreements between the various agencid and has done so since 1997. 

A willingness to commit the necessary agency/consultant resources to get the job done as desired 
by the community is one of the most important ingredients. This has been a challenge for many 
of the jurisdictions in the past year as the economy has slowed and revenues have flattened or 
dedined. The business technology community has also not typically been pressing locaI 
government departments and agency decision-makers to continue evohing the Smart Permit 
effort in the region to the extent they were in the mid-1990s. This makes it more tempting for 
local agencies to slow down or stop new work in this area. ye t  the long-term cost-savings and 
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benefits to the community remain from leveraging effective technologies such as the WR, GIs, 
and htemet permit systems. 

Smart Permit Predictions 

Rapid developments in technology and the changing nature of government will lead communities 
to imagine and create new levels of smart permitting. Based on their experience, participants in 
the region offer these predictions: 

I 

1 

1 

B 

Standards for digital signature technoIogy will emerge and its use will become pervasive 
where it is requiredallowed. 

The use of emerging tools such as Lntemet collaboration software and 3-D modeling will 
become mainstream in the permit and development review process. 

Access to the permit system via wireless devices such as cell phones, laptop computers, and 
handheld computers will become routine. 

Online plan submission and plan checking tools will mature and become easier to use. 

Building codes, zoning regulations, and other permit-dated rules and guidelines will be 
available electronically and linked to the permit systems. 

Online plan checking and redlining will be similar in approach to today's grammar checking 
in text documents. 

"Whiteboarding," or the use of online collaboration tools will become prevalent. 

Document management technology will become ubiquitous, and organizations will move 
closer to paperless operations. 

Use of Application Service Providers (ASPS) to host government systems such as permit 
programs will increase in smaller agencies to address difficulty retaining IT staff and to 
lower the cost of owning technology. 

Planning will become less of an art and more of a science through the use of interactive 
planning tools. 

Smart permitting will be integrated into the supply chain. 

Adoption of regional GIs standards will support real-time access to planning and 
development activities in surrounding communities. The regional GIs effort is one area that 
has taken longer to evolve than was originally anticipated in 1998-99. The region still has a 
vision to create a regional GIS portal through which users can obtain permit and other data 
from all jurisdictions within the Silicon Valley area. 

Disparate information sources will be integrated to create a cohesive planning and 
community development tool. 

Smart permitting workflow will be integrated into the overall development process. 

Other communities outside the region (such as the Los Angeles-San Diego area mentioned 
earlier) have begun to embrace some of these concepts but typically not at the level experienced 
here. Planning, Fire, Information Technology, and Finance Departments in some of the 
participating agencies in the region where not as involvea (or not invited to be as involved) in 
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these efforts as they might have been. This is a matter that each local agency in consultation with 
its city manager or county executive must decide as the resource/coordination demands will 
increase significantly with the number of agency departments involved. 

Larger Trends Affecting Smart Permitting 

Several larger trends will shape the future of smart permitting. These trends include online 
access, enterprise information systems, electronic government, security, and regionalism. 

In addition to widespread Internet access in the workplace, people now have wired access from 
home, school, libraries, and community centers, and increasingly, wireIess access as well. Rather 
than go to city hall during the workday, people will use the Internet to access services when it is 
most convenient for them. Cities have begun to respond with smart permitting and other 
electronic service initiatives. As cities shift to online information and services, they wilI need to 
work with community groups and service providers to make sure  that everyone has affordable 
online access and that these services are reliably provided outside of typical office hours. Until 
online access becomes common for all, agencies will need to work hard to provide as much 
access as they (and their constituents) can support. This may mean that older systems may need 
to be cobbled together. 

The growing trend in private industry to integrate disparate systems into a single, cohesive, 
enterprise information management system will eventually reach local government. Local 
government's approach to technology typically has been a department-by-department solution for 
each business function, such as permitting vs. parks and rec programs. These systems oRen come 
from multiple vendors, use different technologies, and lack robust interfaces to support 
information sharing. In the fbture, smart permitting should be just one module of an integrated 
enterprise system using emerging technologies. 

Electronic government leverages Internet access and enterprise information management systems 
to offer access to services. A "virtual city hall" working 24 x 7 overcomes the constraints of 
traditional office hours and systems. Permit status checking and online comments on proposed 
development projects were first steps for the permit process. Being abIe to view 3-D models of 
your community, proposed development projects, and surrounding areas would also be quite 
useful. E-permitting, one of the first e-government initiatives, will become just one of many 
online government services. 

Smart Permit is more than a one-time project for locaI government, residents, contractors, 
developers, and other stakeholders in the permit and deveIopment review process. It is an 
ongoing opportunity to collaboratively improve the permit and deveIopment review process for 
everyone involved and can serve as a model for other local government initiatives. This initiative 



shows how public agencies can work together with the private sector to solve problems, be more 
responsive to community needs, and provide a twenty-four hour, seven days-a-week city hall. 

“Ultimateiy, electronic service deiive y such as Smart Permitting needs to be 
ubiquitous, a familiar avenue across the county and not just in Silicon Valley. It 
needs to become a wuy of doing business. 

I, 

Randy Tsudu, former Smart Permit Director 
Joint Venture: Silicon Valley Nehvork 
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SMART PERMIT RJ3ADINESS QUIZ 

How do you know if your organization is ready to undertake smart permitting? The more positive 
answers to this quiz, the more likely you are ready for smart permitting. 

Technical Readiness 

1 .  Does your organization have a stable 
enterprise-wide network with capacity to 
support increased usage? 

2. Does your organization have an enterprise 
messagmg system, i.e., electronic mail? 

3. Is your organization’s network connected 
to the Internet and safeguarded against 
intrusion, i.e. are a firewall and other 
security measures in place? 

4. Does your organization have a Web site? 

5 .  Do you have a reliable telephone system? 

6. Do you have permit-related applications m 
place? If so, are they in-house developed, 
customized, or commercial “off the sheIf’ 
programs? 

Organizational Readiness 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Are the drivers, goals, and objectives for 
the initiative clearly defined and accepted? 

Is the organization committed to 
improving the permitting process, i.e. 
ready to commit resources including 
funding and employees’ time? 

Has the organization identified high-level 
Smart Permit champions? 

Is the organization, at all leveIs, open to 
criticism and ready to make changes to 
address them? 

Will the organization spend the time to 
first streamline and improve the permitting 

7 .  

8. 

9. 

WiIl you keep the ones you have in place, 
building upon them toward an integrated 
smart permining system, or should you 
start over? 

Is the primary application architecture 
terminal, clienthewer, or browser-based? 

Do existing applications use relational 
databases? 

10. What end-user tools does your 
organization use today? 

1 1. Are they capable of running the latest 
operating systems and application 
programs? 

12. Are current applications capable of 
supporting remote access? 

7.  

3 .  

process before implementing new 
technology? 

Does the organization have personnel with 
the skills necessary to complete process 
improvement efforts or have outside 
resources been identified? 

Have vendor partners been identified or do 
positive &ndor relationships already exist 
that can support smart permit efforts? 

Have potential roadbIocks relating to 
legislation, policies or procedures been 
identified and have strategies been 
developed? 

15 



Community Readiness 

1. Is the business community ready to 
participate? 

L. Do permit, planning or buiIding related 
groups exist that will participate? 

3, Has any public outreach occurred? 

4. Does your community have broadband 
telecommunications infrastructure in pIace 
to allow government, businesses, and 
citizens to support online service delivery? 

Regional Readiness 

1. Does a regional oversight body exist to 
facilitate and lead the effort? 

2. Has a steering committee been established 
with participation from a11 stake-holders 

5 .  Do the business in your community have 
interest in online permitting and the tools 
necessary to use it? 

6. Do a substantial number of your 
homeowners have the technology 
necessary to participate> in electronic 
permitting? 

3. Is the organization ready to adopt regional 
standards and regulatory interpretations? 

4. Is the organization ready to share 
strategies for success and lessons learned? 
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Credits, Resource Links, and SuppIemeatal Materials: 

Blueprint for a 21’‘ Century Community, Joint Venture: Silicon Valley 7993. 

Cultivating a Smart Valley: A History of Smart Valley, k c .  by Justine Cogan (Smart Valley 
Press, 1998), 3 1-34. 

-‘Automated Permitting With Smart Permits” by Arthur E. Henriques, Spring 1999, paper for the 
National PIanning Conference of the American Planning Association. 

Smart Permit: A Blueprint for Success, a collaborative book by Zoe Francesca, Karen 
Greenwood, Liza Lowery, and Rod Massey written for Joint Venture: Silicon Valley 
Network and Public Technology International, 200 I .  

Interviews/ phone/ e-mail discussions with Sheila Lee, Ron Geary, Rod Massey, Mike Garvey, 
and other former Smart Permit Steering Committee members, 2001-2002. 

Discussions regarding Building Code Streamlining with Dave Pasquinelli, Development and 
Permit Services Director, City of Salinas (formerly the Building Official, City of Santa 
Clara), March 2002. 831-758-7251, Davidpa@ci.salinas.ca.us. 

Various annual and other reports from Joint Venture: Silicon Valley. 

Joint Venture: SiIicon Valley web site (includes links to all the Smart Permit pilot cities): 
http://~~.jointventure.org/j,nitiatives/smaslpermit/pilot.htmI 

Connie Dillard 
Information TechnoIogy Manager 
City of San Carlos 
BASP Chair 
Connie.Dillard@ci.san-carlos.ca.us 
http://www.ci.san-carlos.ca.us 

Public Technology Inc. 
130 1 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20004 

http:l/www.pti.org 
202-626-2400 

Accela 
http://www.accela.com 

Autodesk, hc .  
http://www.autodesk.com/ 

Bewyman & Hennigar 
http://www.bhinc.com/ 

Buzzsaw.com 
http:I/www.buzzsaw.com 
Citadon 
http://www.citadon.com 

Psornas 
Riverside, CA 
http://www.psomas.com/what.cfm 

Synergetic Consulting 
Reno, Nevada 
http:l/www.e-spcon.com 

http://www.ci.san-carlos.ca.us
http:l/www.pti.org
http://www.accela.com
http://www.autodesk.com
http://www.bhinc.com
http://Buzzsaw.com
http:I/www.buzzsaw.com
http://www.citadon.com
http://www.psomas.com/what.cfm
http:l/www.e-spcon.com
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N o  mure Standing in line and no more parking problems 

Architects, Facility Managers, Contractors & Inspectors 
Join us for a free 2 hour workshop and lunch. 

January 31,2001 
12:OOprn - 2:OOpm 

Roofers Union Local 95 
293 Brokaw Road 

Cross street: Coleman 
Santa Clara, CA (408) 987-0440 

Name Organization 

Phone e-mail 

AddresslCitylZip # of attendees 



Step 1 
When you entar the 
project address? please be 
=re you Lava the corred 
spelling 3nd sufl3x. 

Project Address Page 
Please enter the address of the construction site. 
The address must be wrthin the city of Mountain View. CA 

Proled Location 

*Strest Number: 1- 
Directron: 

'Street Name: 7 
Suffix: jNone 

UnillApt Number: 

Search Options: 
r Match AIIY r MatcR case I7 Whole Words TT Reg.'Expression 

I-' Keyword Search (will match against all fields) 

sartay: - d Sort Order: 1- 

. .  . I 

'lease enter the pmject address. The address must be within the city o f  San Jose, CA. For 
nstructions on how to find a specific address, click on Address Search. 

Street Number: 1 
Direction: l--B 

Street Name: 7 
Suffix: I -- 3 

Unit/Apt Number: 1 - 

Building Type: 



SMART PERMIT STANDARDIZED PERMIT APPLICATION 
This application may be used in: Atameda DATE: 
County, Concord, Frernont, Milpitas, 
Mountain View, Palo Alto, Redwood City, San APPLICATION NUMBER: ~ ____ 
Carlos, Santa Clara San Leandro, Stanislaus 
County, Sunnyvale. Union City APPLICATION Plan Check Number: 

Please mint clearly and fill in all that amlv. 

PROJECT ADDRESS: CITY: ___________l_________llll____________l____l 

0 PROPERTY OWNER TENANT 0 ARCHITECT I7 DESIGNER 0 ENGINEER 

NAME: ~ 

ADDRESS: 

CITYISTATWZIP: ~ ~ 

PHONE #: r-) --_I- FAX#: -( 1 ___-_I_ 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: I- -- 

TENANT COMPANY NAME: -- 
Jurisdictions may require written approval from the owner. EYAIL ADDRESS: --_-_ ~ - 

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON: - PHONE #: I----- 
FAX #: ~- 

ADDRESS: ~I-___ ~ 
E-MAIL ADDRESS: -- 

0 CONTRACTOR OWNER-BUILDER 

COMPANYINAME: ~ FAX#:-(--) 

ADDRESS: E-MAIL ADDRESS: 
t 
1 CIMISTATERIP: _-____l________l_l_____-_ BUSINESS LtCENSE #: - - 

j LICENSED CONTMCTORS DECMRATIOH! I hereby affirm under penaltyol perjury that I am llcensed under provlslons of Chapter9 {commenclng wlth hc t ldn 7000) of Dlvtstnn 3 d t h e  
Buslness and Professmns Code, and my license 15 In full form and effecL 
Date: _ _ _ _ _ _  Contractor Signature : - _ _  _- ___  ____  

OWNER-BUILDER DECLARATIOH: I h e w  afflrm under penalty of pwjury that t am exempt from the Contractors Llcenss Law forthe following reason (Sec. 7037.5, Buslness and Pmfesslons Code: 
Any clly or wunry Whlch rmquims a permH to construct. alter, Improve, demoltsh. or repalr any structure, ptlor W l t s  tswancs, also requires the applleant for such parmit 
to file a slgnsd statsmcnt that he or she Is Ilwnsed pursuant tothe provlslons of the Conbctors Ucenre Law (Chapter 9 wmmenclng wlth Sectlon 7000) of Dlvision 3 of the Eurlnessand Profe#lons 
Code] or that hs or she 1s exempt therefrom and ths bash for the alleged exernptlon. Any vlolatlon el Sectlon 7031.5 by anyappllcant for a permlt subjmts the applicant to a 
clnl pnalty of not more than tlve hundrmd dollars (SMO).): 
0 I, as m e r o t  the propeny. or my employms with wages a$ thelrsole oornpsnaatlon, wilt de the work, and the structure is not Intended or offered for sale (Sec. 7044. Buslnessand Pmksslons Cods: 
The Contractors Llcense Law does not apply to an owner 01 properry who bullds or Improves thereon. and who does such work hlmsell or hersdl or through hls or her 
own employees, provlded tha t  such Irnpmuemts are not I n t s n d n d  01 ohred for sale. I however, ths bulldlng or lmprwement Is sold withln one p a r  of wmpletion the omnrr-buildw will h m  m% burden 
of provlng that he or she dld not bulld or Improve for the purpose of sals.) 
0 I. as omsr of m o  propariy, am excluslvely contracting wlth Ilcensed contractors to construct the prolect (Sec. 7044, Businmas and Pmfesslons Code: Tho Contractors Llcensa Law 
does not apply to an owner of properry who bullds or improves thereon. and who contracts for such proleets wlth a wntr=tor(s) licensed pursuant toms Conhctors Ltcense Law.) 
0 I am exempt under Sec. --_-_---____-___I. B.&P.C. for thls mason: ____II______________II I ~ 

Oate: _ _  . -. ___ ___ Owner: _I - 
WORKERS COMPENSATION DECLARAlION: 1 hereby afflrm under penaltyof pefjury one of the following declamtlons: 

thls permlt Is Issued. 
0 I have and will malntaln a certltlcate of consent to self-inrum for workers' Eornpensatlon, as provldsd for by Sectlon 3700 of the Labor Cods, far the perfermance of tho work for whlch 

I have and wlll malntaln worksrs' cornpensatton Insurance. as requlred by Sectlon 3700 of the Labor Code. forthe perbmancs of tho work forwhlch thls permit is issued. W workers' 
cornpansatlnn Insurance carder and policy number are: 

CARRIER: _~______________________________..__r___-_~~~--~---_-_-~ I __l__r--__--_---l_ POLICY# _-__---________________yy___________l___------------------ 

Vhls sectlon need not ba completed if the permit 15 for one hundrmd dollars (5100) or less.) 
0 I ce"y  that In the performance of the work lor whlch thls psrrnlt is issued. I shall not employ any person In any manner so as to become subject to the workers' compensation laws 01 Callfomta, 
and agree that jf I should become sublet to the workers'cornpmsatlon pmvlslons of Section 3700 ol the Labor Cods, I shall forthwith comply wlth tho- provisions. 

DATE: _ _  
WARNING: Failure to $eturewmkers' cornpensadon coverage Is unlawful, and shall sutrjecf an employer to crlmlnal psnaltiss and civi l  fines up to one hundred thousand dollars (SlO0,OOO). 
in addition lo the cost ofcompsnsallon, damages as provlded for In Ssction 3701 el the Labor Cods, interest, and attorneFs fees. 

APPLICANT: _ _ _ _  ________________________________________I__ yy-__-_ -_ -________________  ~ --- ._-_l__l___________ 

0 thereby SMrm under penalty of perjury that thoro is  a consfuctlon lendlng agency for me performance of the work for whlch thls pen l t  is Issued (Sec. 3097. Clv. c.1. 



BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION WORKSHEET - Page 2 - 

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLYAND FILL IN ALL THATAPPLY. 
FIRE 

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION: - OCCUPANCY ZONE: SPRINKLERS ..... Cl YES ..... U NO - 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS YES T NOT; EXISTING U S E  - PROPOSED USE: 

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL#: - MAP LOT: BLOCK SUBDIVISfON: 

DESCRIPTION OF WORK: (Please fill-in and mark all that apply) 
CONSTRUCTION VALUATION: $ 

0 NONRESIDENTIAL 0 RESIDENTIAL 
-- 

0 New Building U Additlon 
D Move Building 

D Alteration 0 TermitelDry Rot Repair 
13 Fire Sprinkters 

U Demolish 
0 Sign 0 Foundation Only 

ff Tenant Improvement 0 Swimming PoollSpa 0 Fire Repair 0 Repair / Retrofit 
0 Chimney Repair 

El Other 
0 Tree Removal 

--I- O Combination Permit (Addltlonal Information may be requlred) 

Description: 

DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING: (Please fill-in and mark all that apply) 

0 OfficolBanklPmfeasional 0 Single Family L3 Duplex 
0 HotellMotet 

[J Townhouse 0 Condominium 0 Apartment Building 

0 Restaurant Accessory Building 
0 CitylCounly Owned 

Building Area: - Sq. Ft. Building Height: - FL Stories: 

EXISTING: FLOOR AREA GARAGE OTHER # UNITS 

ADDITIONAL PROPOSED: FLOOR AREA GARAGE OTHER # UNITS 

Number of Bedrooms: Number of Bathrooms: Total Number of Rooms: 

Lot Size (Sq.Ft.): Lot Dimension (FrontlSiddRear): I - Coverage 56: 

ff AmusementlRecreation U Industrial 0 Service Station a Medical Building 
ff Hlstorieal 0 Educational /School 

U ChurchlAssembly Store D Other ' 

Setbacks: FRONT: REAR -_ LEFT: 

Easements: Flood Zone: ALUC: SEWER1 SEPTIC WATER WELL YES 0 NO 0 

RIGHT __ 

Ctrcleone 

OFFICE USE O M  Y 

PIANCHECF? [3 YES a NO 0 MPRESS PIAH CHECK - - ,  I - - . ,  , - ,  
, .  . 

- . ,, 

pouTE TO: 0 Residential Buildlng Plan Checker a -Cammekial BuIldlng Ptan Checker 0 Tmnapor&On 
- .  

0 Planning U EngineeringlGradlng 
Flre 

(3 Park & Recreation 
U Sewer D NPDES 

0 3MQMD 
OEnvlmnmenfal Health 

0 Qtk: 

0 WkDepar tmen t  
0 Housing 0 Utillttes 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS U YES 0 NO 
PLANNING APPROVAL a YES u NO SCHOOL FEES REQUIRED 
SOILS REPORT REQUIRED 

0 YES 0 NO 

SEWER FEES REQUIRED YES NO ENGlNEERlNGCALCS.REQUlRED 0 YES CI NO 
GRADING PLANS REQUIRED 0 YES 0 NO 
OTHER 

SPECIAL IHSPECTlON REQUIRED [J YES 0 NO 
NEW CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY 5 YES D MO 

0 YES 0 NO TITLE 24 CAkS.  REQUIRED 13 YES U NO 

CREDIT CARD PAYMENT: VISA 0 MC CARD# EXPIRATION DATE 

0 OTHER 

Name as it appears on card: - -- Signature: 

evised 4-1 5-98 

(Authorizes Credit Card Payment of Fee) 
-----I 



$ l b l C * Y  

Type of meeting: 

Time: 

3: QO 

i 
3:20 

3:25 

1 4:OO 

1 4:35 

I 4:55 

I- 5:OO 

Objm’tve 

193 

I 
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Smart Permit Meeting 
June 8,2000 

3:OO PM to 5 0 0  PM 
West Conference Room 

City of SunnyvsIe 
456 West Olive 

408.730.7500 

Smart Permit Steering Committee 

Agend,a Topics 
WelcomelAgenda Review/hotmcements 

Greg Larson 

Update on Online Plancheck (Valo Explorer) 
Webcop. & City of Smta Clara pilot 

Volo View Due out in u fm week. 

-. 

Marketing/Promotion Strategy for Smart Permit: 
Follow-up report on paP-ticipatioPz in “How to .. . ” 
fur Electrical Cuntructom -and Roofing 
Contmctors 

Update on Priority Activities & Remaining Objectives 

Obiective 2: LRssons Learned 

Ubiective 4: Final Implementation Plans for each 
City 

Update from Pilot Cities: Roundtable 

Update on Consortium Activities 

A d j o d e x t  Meeting July 13,2000‘ 

Presenters 
Mike Garvey 

Glen Gabel 

Sheila Lee 

Zane Paxton 

- 

Glen Gable 
Bob Kraiss 

Mike GarveyIZane 

CitieslZane 

Art Henriques 

Mike Garvey 



Smart Permit Meeting 
June 8,2000 

3:OO PM to 500  I" 

Smart 
Permit FY 

Measurable 
Objectives 

1999-ZOO0 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Create an awareness program to make the AEC industry aware of the Smart Permit functions 
available in each city. Provide information on website to support awareness proogram. 
Begin a formal program for sharing "lessons leaned" among pilot cities. Author a draft 
guidebook and hold a workshop on the "lessons Iearned" fiom the Smart Permit pilot cities. 
Establish technology partnershps in hgital signature, document management, e-commerce, CAD 
markup and online collaboration. Apply at least two of the technologies in each pilot city. 
Identify the key components, process requirements and system requirements of Smart Permit that 
expand into Elecbonic City Hall. Complete a regional assessment of municipal, residential and 
industriaYAEC readiness to implement Smart Permit. Compare components and systems against 
readiness. Create a plan to add the missing components and systems to each pilot city. 
Create a strategic plan for a regional odine GIS project. 

Comleted Obiectives: 
1. Co-host with IFMA a Smart Permit showcase on October 27, 1999. Feature the work of the pilot 

2 .  Establish San Jose as a pilot cig 
cities and technology partners. Target 1 UOOperson attendance. 

Zane Paxton Regional AEC Technology Survey Report I 
. . . . . . . . . . __ 

Lee Vandiver Support Microsft E-Commerce Solution 

Zane Paxton 
Live in Sunnyvale -. 
Mountain View live in 2000? . 

Zane Paxtw Support state CBAJYDigital Signature Trust Live 
pilot effort httn://www,di~intrust.comlr>roiects/cbae.html 

zane Paxton Support use of Volo Explorer See Agenda 

I Identify new technology partners On hold. 

Rod Massey Regional GIs Activities Schedule roundtable meetings to discuss goalslvision. 
Mtgs: April 25, May 30 - e-mil notes attached 

Art Henriques Support and coordinate with Consortium group See Agenda 
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